
2004/G320

G320-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G174

G174-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G192

G192-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G214

G214-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G177

G177-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G025

G025-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G430

G430-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project. A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated under the CEQA for
an additional public review period of 60 days.



2004/G430

G430-2
The analyses in this document are based on "the whole of an
action, which has a potential to result in significant environmental
change in the environment, directly or ultimately," as described in
Chapter 2, Description of the Proposed Action. NEPA and the
CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed discussion of
possible mitigation measures; however, under the CEQA, mitigation
measures "may specify performance standards which would
mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be
accomplished in more than one specific way" (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).

Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey, botanical and
wildlife surveys for Federal and State listed species, a wintering
waterfowl survey, a burrowing owl survey, and surveys to
determine whether any oak trees would need to be removed during
construction. Section 4.8 has been updated with the results of
these surveys, and Section 4.8.4 contains updated mitigation
measures. Additional preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys
specific to the final construction timeline and designated pipeline
alignment would be completed for special status species, federally
listed species, and California protected species specified by the
USFWS or the CDFG, to minimize the potential for causing
mortality of local wildlife. However, for purposes of the impact
analyses and resultant mitigation, all relevant species are
presumed to exist in the vicinity of the proposed Project.

G430-3
Section 4.9.1 contains information on cultural resources surveys,
including the results of an onshore pedestrian cultural resources
survey and an assessment of national and state registry eligibility.

G430-4
See response to Comment G430-2. The Final EIS/EIR enumerates,
at the end of the analysis for each resource issue, both mitigation
enfolded in the proposed Project by the Applicant and additional
mitigation recommended by the lead agencies (MARAD, USCG,
and the California State Lands Commission) and/or responsible
agencies. See Section 4.0 of the Executive Summary for the
extensive Mitigation Monitoring Program.
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G430-5
Section 4.2 has been updated. Table 4.2-11 contains incidents
reported by SoCalGas, the entity that would operate the proposed
pipelines. Table 4.2-10 contains information on gas transmission
pipeline incidents, by cause, for the years 1970 to the most recent
year for which data are available, as reported to the U.S.
Department of Transportation's Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration Office of Pipeline Safety. Figure 4.2-2 shows
pipeline incident, injury and fatality trends from 1986 to 2005.

Section 4.2.8 contains information on potential public safety
impacts from natural gas pipelines and mitigation measures to
address such impacts. Appendix C3-C contains information on
design and safety standards applicable to natural gas pipelines.

The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the California
Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and Reliability have
jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses the background,
regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific valve spacing
and design requirements.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a USDOT
Class 3 location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of
additional mainline valves equipped with either remote valve
controls or automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates
high-pressure natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.

G430-6
See response to Comment G430-5. The El Paso Natural Gas
pipeline accident in 2000 near Carlsbad, New Mexico, was one of
several that prompted the DOT PHMSA Office of Pipeline Safety to
promulgate additional safety requirements for pipelines routed near
more densely populated areas (see 49 CFR 192, Subpart O).
These requirements are applicable to many locations along the
proposed and alternative pipeline routes for the proposed Project.

G430-7
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.13.1 discusses sensitive land uses such
as schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either
of the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public



education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.16.1.2 describes emergency planning and
response capabilities in the Project area.
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G430-8
Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

G430-9
Impact AGR-1 in Section 4.5.4 contains revised information on
temporary loss of agricultural land, protection and/or replacement of
irrigation systems, and stipulations for the permanent right-of-way.

G430-10
Section 2.4 contains information on the acquisition of easements.

G430-11
AM AGR-1a and MM AGR-3b in Section 4.5.4 address this topic.
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2004/G299

G299-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G256

G256-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G254

G254-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G248

G248-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G269

G269-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G436

G436-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G102

G102-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G347

G347-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G268

G268-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G193

G193-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G500

G500-1
Thank you for this information. Section 4.2.3, the Independent Risk
Assessment (Appendix C1), and the Sandia National Laboratories'
review of the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C2) contain
revised information on this topic.



2004/G500

G500-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G200

G200-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G306

G306-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G518

G518-1
Thank you for the information.

G518-2
All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.



2004/G518

G518-3
Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major
Federal Actions, requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental effects of major Federal actions that could
significantly affect the global commons outside the jurisdiction of
any nation. Executive Order 12114 is not applicable to the
extraction and development of natural gas in foreign countries.

An evaluation of the Project's environmental effects abroad must
also be viewed within the context of section 15040 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, which specifically defines and correspondingly
limits the authority provided to State and local agencies under the
CEQA.

The Applicant has stated that the source of the natural gas for this
Project would be either Australia, Malaysia, or Indonesia. As these
countries are sovereign nations, the Applicant would be required to
comply with those countries' applicable environmental laws and
regulations pertaining to the extraction and development of natural
gas fields as well as those pertaining to the liquefaction and
transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of the Applicant's
compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws and regulations
is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

The Applicant has indicated that the Scarborough natural gas field
in the state of Western Australia could be a potential source of
natural gas for the Project. In May 2005, the Honourable Ian
Macfarlane, the Australian Federal Minister for Industry, Tourism
and Resources, stated, "Development of the Scarborough Field and
related support facilities must be carried out in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of both the Australian Government
(federal) and the State Government in Western Australia. Any
activities will be subject to assessment and approvals under the
applicable environmental legislative regimes. These include, among
others, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999, governing matters of national
environmental significance, and, under State legislation, the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 1986. The
objectives of the Commonwealth's environmental regulatory
regimes are to provide for the protection of the environment and
ensure that any petroleum activity is carried out in a way that is
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable
development." (Appendix L contains a copy of this letter.)

Section 1.3 has been revised to include information on Indonesian
and Malaysian environmental requirements that would regulate
impacts related to producing and exporting natural gas. All three



countries have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.

G518-4
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include both the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined until final engineering
design, the impacts of any potential pipeline alignments within the
corridor have been evaluated.

As stated in Section 4.8.1, wetlands within the Coastal Plain were
delineated using the CCC and CDFG wetland definition.
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. The results of
this survey is included in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS/EIR.

G518-5
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Both NEPA and
the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives to a proposed
project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a potential
alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining if a
potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
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stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G518-5.1
See the response to Comment G518-3.

G518-6
This document discusses the environmental setting, pursuant to
section 15125(a), State CEQA Guidelines, within each resource
issue section. In addition, the Applicant has completed surveys in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Where surveys were not completed, the EIS/EIR assumes the
presence of any potentially affected species, evaluates potential
impacts, and provides appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently
reduce potential impacts.

G518-7
The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and
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Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water." This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented.

Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.

2004/G518
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G518-8
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G518-9
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers that would
call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a maximum
of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at the FSRU
weekly would be reduced from an average of two to three per week
to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would meet each LNG
carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from Port Hueneme
would also change. See Section 4.3 for more information on this
topic. Section 2.2.2.3 contains information on the anticipated
capacity of the LNG carriers.

G518-10
Mitigation Measure PS-1e in Section 4.2.7.6 contains information
on the flammability of the insulation in the FSRU hull. In addition,
the marine safety and security requirements cited in Appendix C3,
under the topic of secondary containment and thermal
management, identify International Gas Carrier (IGC) Code
requirements that concern insulation.

G518-11
Section 4.2.7.3 discusses this topic. See response to Comment
G518-9.

G518-12
The USEPA has made a preliminary determination, on which the
lead agencies must rely, that the FSRU should be permitted in the
same manner as sources on the Channel Islands that are part of
Ventura County. Section 4.6.2 contains an updated discussion of



relevant regulatory requirements.

G518-13
During construction, Notices to Mariners and Securite Broadcasts
would notify all mariners of the presence of construction, such that
mariners can plan accordingly to avoid the areas where
construction would be occurring. Therefore, idling of vessels is not
anticipated.

While the FSRU would be operating, a safety zone would be
marked on navigation charts. Therefore, mariners could plan to
avoid the safety zone and not be forced to idle. Since the safety
zone is 1.7 nautical miles from the traffic separation scheme,
commercial vessels would not be affected by the presence of the
safety zone and therefore, their traffic patterns would not change.

G518-14
As stated in Section 4.8.1, wetlands within the coastal zone were
delineated using California Coastal Commission and California
Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions.

G518-15
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.
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G518-16
Section 4.7.1.1 discusses this topic and Section 4.7.6 references
supporting studies.

G518-17
See response to Comment G518-16.

G518-18
Sections 4.4.1.1 and 4.7.4 (under Impact BioMar-3) discuss this
topic.

G518-19
Appendix H1 and Section 4.7.1.3 discuss this topic. Site-specific
data are not available. After consultation with NOAA and marine
biology experts, the use of the CalCOFI database was determined
to be appropriate for the purposes of the analyses contained in this
EIS/EIR. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.

G518-20
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater
used would be greatly reduced. Seawater would also be used for
ballast. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes
and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes
and discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6
describes the closed loop water system and provides thermal
plume modeling analysis of discharges from the backup seawater
cooling system.

The ichthyoplankton analysis (Appendix H1 and within Section 4.7)
has been revised to reflect current intake volumes. Tables 4.7-8a
and 4.7-8b in Section 4.7 provide a summary of the seawater
uptakes required for operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers that
were evaluated in the ichthyoplankton impact analysis.

G518-21
Section 4.13.2.2 discusses the Project's consistency with local and



regional plans.

G518-22
The Applicant has completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game
protocol. Section 4.8 contains the results of these surveys. Where
surveys were not completed, Section 4.8.4 of the EIS/EIR assumes
the presence of any potentially affected species, evaluates potential
impacts, and identifies mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)). The various Federal and State permits (e.g., CWA,
Section 404, Streambed Alteration Agreement) required for the
Project may contain additional conditions as a component of that
permit. In such cases the issuing agency would be responsible for
ensuring compliance. Permits may not be granted until the NEPA
and CEQA processes have been completed and the lead agencies
have acted on the Project, in part because agencies rely on the
analysis included in the EIS/EIR.
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G518-23
All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.
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